arXiv:2206.12365v2 [math.ST] 20 Jul 2022

ON THE VALIDITY OF BOOTSTRAP UNCERTAINTY

ESTIMATES IN THE MALLOWS-BINOMIAL MODEL

Michael Pearce Department of Statistics University of Washington Seattle, WA mpp790@uw.edu

Elena A. Erosheva Department of Statistics, School of Social Work, and the Center for Statistics and the Social Sciences University of Washington Seattle, WA erosheva@uw.edu

July 22, 2022

Abstract

The Mallows-Binomial distribution is the first joint statistical model for rankings and ratings (Pearce & Erosheva, 2022). Because frequentist estimation of the model parameters and their uncertainty is challenging, it is natural to consider the nonparametric bootstrap. However, it is not clear that the nonparametric bootstrap is asymptotically valid in this setting. This is because the Mallows-Binomial model is parameterized by continuous quantities whose discrete order affects the likelihood. In this note, we demonstrate that bootstrap uncertainty of the maximum likelihood estimates in the Mallows-Binomial model are asymptotically valid.

Keywords preference learning · rankings and ratings · bootstrap validity · asymptotic theory · uncertainty quantification

1 Introduction

Rankings and ratings are two types of preference data, which are primarily studied separately in the literature. Rankings may be modeled via a variety of specialized distributions, such as the Mallows (Mallows, 1957), Plackett-Luce (Plackett, 1975), and Bradley-Terry (Bradley & Terry, 1952). Ratings are not commonly modeled using statistical methods, but are instead studied using simple summary statistics such as the mean or median (Lee et al., 2013; National Institutes of Health, 2021; Tay et al., 2020). In recent years, a growing body of work suggests that modeling rankings and ratings jointly may improve the accuracy of preference modeling and preference aggregation (Liu et al., 2022; Ovadia, 2004; Shah et al., 2018). The Mallows-Binomial is the first joint statistical model for rankings and ratings (Pearce & Erosheva, 2022).

Pearce and Erosheva (2022) estimated the Mallows-Binomial model in the frequentist setting via the method of maximum likelihood. Similar to the standard Mallows model, estimation of the Mallows-Binomial is provably an NP-hard problem (Meila et al., 2012). However, exact calculation of the MLE is possible when a relatively small number of objects are assessed via an exact tree-search algorithm based on A^∗, and approximate algorithms can be used otherwise (Pearce & Erosheva, 2022). Still, analytic standard error results are challenging for the Mallows-Binomial and led the authors to propose using the nonparametric bootstrap for uncertainty quantification.

The bootstrap is a very general tool for uncertainty quantification that was first proposed in Efron (1979). The nonparametric bootstrap is used to estimate the inherent uncertainty of an estimator without making assumptions on its distributional form. Given n i.i.d. observations, X = (X_1, . . . , X_n), the nonparametric bootstrap is performed using the following steps:

1. Re-sample n observations with replacement from the original dataset B times, for large B. Denote each bootstrap sample X^b, b = 1, . . . , B.

2. Estimate the unknown statistic(s) of interest, θ, separately using each bootstrap sample. Denote the estimates from each bootstrap sample θ̂^b, b = 1, . . . , B.

3. Form an empirical distribution for θ̂ using the values θ̂^b, b = 1, . . . , B.

Quantiles from the empirical distribution of the unknown statistic(s) of interest may be used for the purpose of creating confidence regions.

Despite its wide applicability, the nonparametric bootstrap does not always yield asymptotically valid confidence intervals. A canonical example in which the bootstrap fails is the estimation of the unknown parameter θ given i.i.d. samples from a Uniform(0, θ) distribution. Here, the MLE of θ is the maximum order statistic, which has a limiting exponential distribution. The bootstrap empirical distribution, however, will not be able to replicate the asymptotic distribution given the fixed sample, in which the bootstrap estimates of θ will always be less than or equal to the full-sample maximum order statistic (Bickel & Freedman, 1981). Another canonical example in which the bootstrap fails is in estimating the location parameter of a Cauchy distribution. In this setting, the MLE is the sample mean which is itself Cauchy distributed and therefore has infinite variance. As a result, the bootstrap estimator behaves poorly even given large samples (Politis, 1998).

The Mallows-Binomial likelihood has an unusual form that makes the asymptotic validity of bootstrap uncertainty for the MLE unclear. Specifically, the model is parameterized by continuous parameters whose discrete order impacts the likelihood. That is, the likelihood contains both continuous and discrete components; discontinuities may exist whenever the order of certain parameters change. Thus, frequentist estimation of the Mallows- Binomial model is both a continuous and discrete problem. In the absence of theoretical results regarding the asymptotic distribution of the maximum likelihood estimators, the validity of the nonparametric bootstrap is unclear.

In this note, we demonstrate that the nonparametric bootstrap is an asymptotically valid method of uncertainty quantification for maximum likelihood estimates in the Mallows- Binomial model. The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we provide preliminaries regarding notation and a formal model statement. Main asymptotic results are provided in Section 3, followed by a conclusion in Section 4 that summarizes our work and suggests directions for future study.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

Suppose there exists a collection of J objects which will be assessed by I judges. Each judge rates each object using the integers {0, 1, . . . , M}, where M is a fixed and known maximum rating. Smaller ratings are better; higher ratings are worse. We let X_{ij} represent the rating that judge i assigns to object j. Additionally, each judge provides a ranking of their most-preferred objects. For simplicity, we assume each judge provides a ranking of all the objects. We let Π_i denote judge i’s ranking.

Furthermore, suppose that each object j ∈ {1, . . . , J} has a true underlying quality p_{0j} ∈ (0, 1). The vector of true underlying qualities is written as p_0 = [p_{01} p_{02} . . . p_{0J} ]^T , such that p_0 ∈ (0, 1)^J . Given a vector p ∈ (0, 1)^J , we let π_p denote its order from least to greatest. For example, if p = [0.3 0.2 0.1]^T , then π_p = 3 ≺ 2 ≺ 1 (read as “object 3 is preferred to object 2, which is preferred to object 1"). We call π_{p0} the true consensus ranking of the objects. Additionally, we assume there is a true θ_0 > 0, which represents the strength of population ranking consensus. θ_0 is defined identically to that from a traditional Mallows ϕ model.

2.2 Mallows-Binomial

The Mallows-Binomial model is a joint distribution for rankings and ratings that is designed to capture the above situation. Let (X, Π)_I denote an i.i.d. sample of size I from a Mallows- Binomial(p_0, θ_0) distribution. Their joint likelihood can be written: L ( (X, Π)_I |p_0, θ_0 ) = I∏ i=1 ( e^{−θ0d(πi,πp0 )} ψ(θ_0) × J∏ j=1 ( M x_{ij} ) p^{xij}_{0j} (1 − p_{0j})^{M−xij} ) (1)

= e^{−θ0 ∑Ii=1 d(πi,πp0 )} ψ(θ_0)^I × J∏ j=1 (_I ∏ i=1 ( M x_{ij} )) p ∑_I i=1 x_{ij} 0j (1 − p_{0j} )^{IM−∑Ii=1 xij} , (2) where d(·, ·) is the Kendall’s τ distance between the two rankings and

ψ(θ) = J∏ j=1 1 − e^{−jθ} 1 − e^{−θ} (3)

is the normalizing function of a Mallows model. As can be seen from Equation 1, the likelihood of each observation corresponds to the product of a Mallows ϕ ranking distribution with J Binomial rating distributions.

Next, we provide a preliminary expression for the MLE, (p̂, θ̂):

(p̂, θ̂) = arg max_{p,θ} [ − θ I∑ i=1 d(π_i, π_p) − I log ψ(θ) (4)

+ J∑ j=1 ( I∑ i=1 x_{ij} ) log(p_j ) + (IM − I∑ i=1 x_{ij} ) log(1 − p_j) ]

= arg max_{p,θ} [ − θD̄(π, π_p) − log ψ(θ) + J∑ j=1 ( x̄_j log(p_j ) + (M − x̄_j ) log(1 − p_j ) ) ]

(5) ≡ arg max_{p,θ} [ f_{(X,Π)I} (p, θ) ] , (6)

where D̄(π, π_p) = I^{−1} ∑ i d(π_i, π_p), (7) and x̄_j = I^{−1} ∑ i x_{ij} . (8)

There is no closed-form solution for the MLE. However, computationally-efficient frequentist estimation is possible via a tree-search method based on the A^∗ algorithm (Pearce & Erosheva, 2022).

In the remainder of this work, we will assume that in p_0, p_{0j} ≠ p_{0k} whenever j ≠ k. Furthermore, we assume that each p_{0j} ∈ (a, b) ⊂ [0, 1], and that θ ∈ (c, d) ⊂ [0, ∞). Under these conditions, Pearce and Erosheva (2022) proved that the maximum likelihood estimator (p̂, θ̂) is consistent for (p_0, θ_0) as the number of judges, I, grows to infinity.

3 Asymptotic Bootstrap Validity

We would like to show that bootstrap uncertainty estimates are asymptotically valid for the MLE in the Mallows-Binomial model. A sufficient condition for bootstrap validity is local asymptotic normality of the MLE (Bickel & Freedman, 1981; Hall, 2013). As such, we show in the following subsections that the (J + 1)-dimensional MLE (p̂, θ̂) is coordinatewise, locally asymptotically normal.

3.1 Local Asymptotic Normality of p̂_j

We begin by considering each p̂_j, j = 1, . . . , J. Note that p̂_j is the solution to the following equation: 0 = ∂ ∂p_j f_{(X,Π)I} (p, θ) (9) = −θ [ ∂ ∂p_j D̄(π, π_p) ] + x̄_j p_j − M − x̄_j 1 − p_j (10)

A key challenge in calculating p̂_j is the derivative^∂_{∂pj} D̄(π, π_p), which is a function of the J-dimensional vector p. However, as long as each p_k ≠ p_j whenever k ≠ j, then π_p will remain constant in small perturbations around p_j and the derivative in p_j will thus be 0. Generalizing from p_j to p, we require there to exist an ϵ-ball around the J-dimensional vector p such that Order(p) = π_p remains constant for all p^′ in the ball. In such cases, we have^∂_{∂pj} D̄(π, π_p) = 0 and thus p̂_j is defined by the standard Binomial MLE, x̄_j /M, which is asymptotically normal as it is a function of the mean of i.i.d. random variables.

Specifically, this means that in a local region defined by the order of p̂, we have the standard Binomial result,

√ I ( p̂_j − p_{0j} )_d → N ( 0, p_{0j} (1 − p_{0j} ) M ) , (11)

which establishes the coordinate-wise local asymptotic normality of p̂_j , j = 1, . . . , J.

3.2 Local Asymptotic Normality of θ̂

We now show that θ̂ is coordinate-wise a locally asymptotically normal estimator of θ_0. Note that θ̂ is the solution to the following equation:

0 = ∂ ∂θ f_{(X,Π)I} (p, θ) (12) = −D̄(π, π_p) − ψ^′(θ) ψ(θ) (13) =⇒ D̄(π, π_p) = − ψ^′(θ) ψ(θ) . (14)

For simplicity, we define κ(θ) = −ψ^′(θ)/ψ(θ). Thus, we have

θ̂ = κ^{−1}(D̄(π, π_p)). (15)

No simple expression for κ^{−1} exists. However, it can be seen from Equation 3 that when J ≥ 2 and for any θ > 0, ψ is a continuous and positive function with a continuous and strictly negative first derivative and a continuous and strictly positive second derivative. Thus, κ(·) is a smooth and positive function. Furthermore, κ is monotone decreasing (Fligner & Verducci, 1986). As a result, its inverse κ^{−1}(·) is well-defined and so is θ̂ given D̄(π, π_p).

For reasons which will be made clear later, we also write out an expression for κ(θ):

κ(θ) = − ψ^′(θ) ψ(θ) = − (1−e^{−θ} )^J (^∂_{∂θ} ∏_J j=1 1−e^{−jθ} )−( ∏_J j=1 1−e^{−jθ} )Je^{−θ} (1−e^{−θ} )^{J−1} (1−e^{−θ} )^{2J} ∏_J j=1 1−e^{−jθ} (1−e^{−θ} )^J (16)

= − (^∂_{∂θ} ∏_J j=1 1 − e^{−jθ}) − ( ∏_J j=1 1 − e^{−jθ})Je^{−θ}/(1 − e^{−θ}) ∏_J j=1 1 − e^{−jθ} (17)

= Je^{−θ} 1 − e^{−θ} − (^∂_{∂θ} ∏_J j=1 1 − e^{−jθ}) ∏_J j=1 1 − e^{−jθ} (18)

= Je^{−θ} 1 − e^{−θ} − ∂ ∂θ log( J∏ j=1 1 − e^{−jθ}) (19)

= Je^{−θ} 1 − e^{−θ} − J∑ j=1 je^{−jθ} 1 − e^{−jθ} (20)

Next, note that D̄(π, π) is a random variable given a fixed consensus ranking π, due to the randomness in the collection of rankings π. According to Fligner and Verducci (1986), D̄(π, π_{p0} ) is asymptotically normal with mean and variance depending on the true θ_0. Specifically,

μ_{θ0} ≡ E_{θ0} [D(π_i, π_{p0} )] = Je^{−θ0} 1 − e^{−θ0} − J∑ j=1 je^{−jθ0} 1 − e^{−jθ0} (21)

σ^2_{θ0} ≡ V ar_{θ0} [D(π_i, π_{p0} )] = Je^{−θ0} (1 − e^{−θ0} )^2 − J∑ j=1 j^2e^{−jθ0} (1 − e^{−jθ0} )^2

(22) =⇒ √ I(D̄(π, π_{p0} ) − μ_{θ0} )^d→ N(0, σ^2_{θ0} ) (23)

Interestingly, we see from comparing Equations 20 and 21 that μ_{θ0} = κ(θ_0), which implies κ^{−1}(μ_{θ0} ) = θ_0. Since κ^{−1′} is a real-valued function that does not equal 0, by the Delta method, √ I ( κ^{−1}(D̄(π, π_{p0} )) − κ^{−1}(μ_{θ0} ) )_d → N ( 0, σ^2_{θ0} [κ^{−1′}(μ_{θ0} )]^2 ) (24) =⇒ √ I ( θ̂ − θ_0 )_d → N ( 0, σ^2_{θ0} [κ^{−1′}(μ_{θ0} )]^2 ) (25)

Although the asymptotic variance cannot be written in closed-form expression, it is positive and finite. Therefore, in a local area of π_{p0} , θ̂ is coordinate-wise an asymptotically normal estimator of θ.

3.3 Asymptotic Normality of (p̂, θ̂)

We showed in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 that in a local neighborhood of the true consensus ranking π_{p0} , the estimators p̂_j, j = 1, . . . , J and θ̂ are coordinate-wise asymptotically normal. We add that the MLE (p̂, θ̂) is consistent as the number of observations, I, grows to infinity (Pearce & Erosheva, 2022). Thus, p̂^p→ p_0 and θ̂^p→ θ_0. As a result, as I → ∞ the MLE π_{p̂} will be in a local neighborhood of the true π_{p0} with probability tending to 1, and the MLE (p̂, θ̂) will be coordinate-wise an asymptotically normal estimator of (p_0, θ_0) in that local neighborhood. This satisfies a sufficient condition for asymptotic bootstrap validity (Bickel & Freedman, 1981; Hall, 2013).

4 Conclusion

In this note, we demonstrate that bootstrap uncertainty estimates are asymptotically valid for the MLE in the Mallows-Binomial distribution. Our work only proves coordinate-wise, local asymptotic normality of the vector-valued MLE. This result technically guarantees only asymptotically accurate marginal coverage. As a result, the confidence intervals may suffer from either overcoverage or undercoverage when applied jointly. To understand why, we can think of the marginal confidence intervals jointly creating a confidence region that is a (J +1)-dimensional hypercube, as opposed to a (J +1)-dimensional confidence ellipse that could be created via a true joint analysis. Overcoverage may occur if the confidence hypercube contains as a subset the (theoretical) confidence ellipse. On the other hand, if each coordinate of the confidence hypercube is independent, joint coverage becomes a multiple testing problem and may result in undercoverage. That said, the present results do not preclude the possibility that bootstrap uncertainty estimates provide asymptotically correct coverage in the joint setting. We find no evidence to suggest asymptotically correct joint intervals are invalid. Further research may demonstrate proper coverage in the joint setting by establishing joint asymptotic normality of the (J + 1)-dimensional MLE in a local neighborhood of π_{p0} .

The present work does not address the computational challenges of frequentist estimation of the Mallows-Binomial model, which is an NP-hard problem (Meila et al., 2012; Pearce & Erosheva, 2022). As a result, forming an appropriate empirical distribution of the MLE (p̂, θ̂) via repeated estimation of bootstrap samples may be intractably slow. Bayesian estimation presents a natural alternative for estimating uncertainty in a unified framework, which may ultimately speed up the process of parameter estimation and inference and make moot the question of bootstrap validity.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank Yen-Chi Chen for his helpful feedback and advice while assembling this work. This work was funded by NSF Grant No. 2019901.

References

Bickel, P. J., & Freedman, D. A. (1981). Some asymptotic theory for the bootstrap. The Annals of Statistics, 9(6), 1196–1217.

Bradley, R. A., & Terry, M. E. (1952). Rank analysis of incomplete block designs: I. the method of paired comparisons. Biometrika, 39(3/4), 324–345.

Efron, B. (1979). Bootstrap Methods: Another Look at the Jackknife. The Annals of Statistics, 7(1), 1–26.

Fligner, M. A., & Verducci, J. S. (1986). Distance based ranking models. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological), 48(3), 359–369.

Hall, P. (2013). The bootstrap and edgeworth expansion. Springer Science & Business Media.

Lee, C. J., Sugimoto, C. R., Zhang, G., & Cronin, B. (2013). Bias in peer review. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 64(1), 2–17.

Liu, Y., Xu, Y., Shah, N. B., & Singh, A. (2022). Integrating rankings into quantized scores in peer review. arXiv preprint arXiv:2204.03505.

Mallows, C. L. (1957). Non-null ranking models. i. Biometrika, 44(1/2), 114–130. Meila, M., Phadnis, K., Patterson, A., & Bilmes, J. A. (2012). Consensus ranking under the exponential model. arXiv preprint arXiv:1206.5265.

National Institutes of Health. (2021). Peer Review. Retrieved March 31, 2022, from https://grants.nih.gov/grants/peer-review.htm Ovadia, S. (2004). Ratings and rankings: Reconsidering the structure of values and their measurement. International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 7(5), 403– 414.

Pearce, M., & Erosheva, E. A. (2022). A unified statistical learning model for rankings and scores with application to grant panel review. arXiv preprint arXiv:2201.02539.

Plackett, R. L. (1975). The analysis of permutations. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series C (Applied Statistics), 24(2), 193–202.

Politis, D. N. (1998). Computer-intensive methods in statistical analysis. IEEE signal processing magazine, 15(1), 39–55.

Shah, N. B., Tabibian, B., Muandet, K., Guyon, I., & Von Luxburg, U. (2018). Design and analysis of the nips 2016 review process. Journal of Machine Learning Research.

Tay, W., Zhang, X., & Karimi, S. (2020). Beyond mean rating: Probabilistic aggregation of star ratings based on helpfulness. Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology, 71(7), 784–799.